the earlier disputes, not only established a reconciliation with the king but also became one of his closest advisors. 12 Essential support to Otto's reign, regardless of the tensions occurring between the two men, came from his eldest, and illegitimate, son William, whom he nominated archbishop of Mainz. 13 Similarly, Otto II was closely bound, in terms of collaboration, with his namesake nephew, son of Liudolf and duke of Svabia and, later, of Bavaria too.
14 Positions of importance within the power structures were also held by the other relatives of the Ottonian kings. 15 Close and numerous bonds linking these rulers with their cousins did not efface the differences between them. The royal authority was only meant to be vested in the Ottonian dynasts, while their relatives or cousins could participate in it only if they recognised this fact -and only to the extent they were consented to do so by those very dynasts.
The rules assumed by the Ottonian rulers that determined the order of the throne succession and provided that the royal authority could only be handed over to one son, differed thoroughly from the principles which were referred to, in this respect, by their Carolingian predecessors. The result was that the Ottonian dynasty assumed a shape much diverting from that characteristic of its Carolingian counterpart. Both dynasties were obviously of a patrilineal character. As opposed, however, to the Ottonian dynasty -narrow, vertically oriented and limited to a single representative in each generation, due not only to the biological reasons -the Carolingian one had a much more horizontal structure, so to say. The Carolingians did not restrict the right to throne succession to one of the sons but instead, granted it to all their male descendants. 16 Putting it in a nutshell, and in much simplifi cation, it may be said that as for the Carolingian dynasty, the 12 See Glocker, Die Verwandten der Ottonen, 86 ff.; Althoff, Die Ottonen, 86 ff. 13 See Glocker, Die Verwandten der Ottonen, 135 ff. 14 Althoff, Die Ottonen, 138 ff. 15 See Hagen Keller, 'Reichsstruktur und Herrschaftsauffassung in ottonisch-frühsalischer Zeit', Frühmittelalterliche Studien, xvi (1982), 109 ff. 16 See, e.g., Gerd Tellenbach, 'Die geistigen und politischen Grundlagen der karolingischen Thronfolge. Zugleich eine Studie über kollektive Willensbildung und kollektives Handeln im neunten Jahrhundert', Frühmittelalterliche Studien, xiii (1979), 184-302; Eugen Ewig, 'Überlegungen zu den merowingischen und karolingischen Teilungen', in Nascita dell ' very fact of being born to the royal family gave the eligibility to lay claims for holding the rank of monarch; with the Ottonians, the royal descent was but a preliminary condition for being situated within the dynasty that was, in a sense, singled out of the royal family.
In the Carolingian period we can also, and quite obviously, encounter the actions aimed at diminishing the number of prospective successors and depriving some members of the ruling family of the right to participate in power. The restrictions primarily affected illegitimate sons who usually were cut out from succession -although no universal governing rule can be referred to in this respect whatsoever. 17 Such may be the perception of the decision of Pippin of Heristal, who in 717, following the death of his sons from his marriage to Plectrud, named Drogo and Grimoald, resolved to distribute the authority he held between their own sons, his grandsons: Theudoald, whom he made a mayor of the palace, and Arnulf, whose authority was to extend to the ducatus of Champagne, or even the whole of Austrasia -in disregard of his own illegitimate sons, Charles Martel and Childebrand. 18 his father had decided, fi nally managed to overtake the rule of the Frankish Kingdom -resolving in 741 the succession issue, removed his three natural sons and granted the right to participate in power only to his three remaining sons: Carloman, Pippin and Grifo, born out of his two marriages. 19 Also, the actions taken by Charlemagne since the 780s in order to determine the throne succession rules were clearly marked by the striving toward limiting the number of future successors exclusively to the sons from his marriage with Hildegard. This is also how the succession issue was solved by the so-called Divisio regnorum, a decision Charlemagne issued in 806, whereby his empire was supposed to be divided after his death into Hildegard's three sons: Charles, Pippin and Louis the Pious, thus omitting not only Charlemagne's natural sons, then still underage, but also his fi rstborn Pippin the Hunchback, born out of the surreptitious relationship with Himiltrude. 20 After Charles's and Pippin's premature deaths, Charlemagne resolved in 813 to promote Louis the Pious, the only still-alive son of Hildegard, to the rank of co-Emperor, and to hand over the power over Italy to his grandson Bernard, Pippin's son. The Emperor's natural sons were ignored this time as well. 21 Also ' Accusations of illegitimate origin were not infrequently referred to by the Carolingians in the course of political disputes they waged among themselves in order to discredit the relatives fallen out with them and exclude them thereby from the group of those legitimated to hold power. As a result, the sources produced after Charles Martel seized power emphasise the illegitimacy of Theudoald, Charles's nephew whom he removed from power; 26 similarly, the accounts related to Louis the Pious indicate that King Bernard of Italy, Louis's nephew, whom his uncle had blinded, was also an illegitimate child. of Carinthia who fi rst, in 887, took power over the East-Frankish Kingdom and subsequently was crowned as emperor, in 896, convince us that even in the late eighth century -the time of increasing rigorousness in this respect -illegitimacy did not at all have to imply pushing the individual off his dynasty's realm and completely close the way to participate in his appurtenant authority. 28 Thus, there is nothing odd in that soon after his takeover after Charlemagne's death, Louis the Pious decided to destine his stepbrothers born from the emperor's illegitimate relationships, who by that time had stayed at the court in Aachen, for the clergy, thus fi nally frustrating their possible claims for participation in their paternal heritage. 29 That membership in the broadly-taken Carolingian dynasty -which encompassed not only all the offspring, including natural, of Charlemagne, but also his quite numerous distant relatives -was essentially associated with ideas of the potential to wield a monarchal authority seems to be additionally testifi ed to by the enigmatical record of 'the Astronomer', Louis's biographer. It unambiguously suggests that the milieu of the new emperor, who took over the rule in 814, seriously took into account the possibility that his cousin, count Wala, Charles Martel's grandson, might stand up against Louis, laying his claims to the throne. 30 Although Wala fi nally recognised Louis's authority, the emperor, aware that the aspirations of his cousin, distinguished with his Carolingian descent, could severely affect his position, eventually forced Wala to join a convent.
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The Carolingians tried to solve the problem of oversupply of those potentially willing to participate in power, which could have lead to its excessive fragmentation, not only through removing their natural sons from succession. Confi ning the dynastic circle, strivings made 28 32 There are rather fi rm indications of the fact that Pippin the Short's establishing himself as king in 751 was meant not only to reinforce the Carolingians' position against the old Merovingian dynasty but also, to no less extent, to unambiguously discern Pippin himself -by way of the anointment accompanying his royal elevation 33 -from his next-of-kin: the younger stepbrother Grifo and, especially, his nephew Drogo with whom Pippin had theretofore had to share the offi ce of mayor of the palace and the authority. In Pippin's concept, his move was meant to monopolise power in his hands while completely removing the other members of the Carolingian house from it. Soon after he came to the throne, the new king had Drogo closed in a cloister, and cracked down on Grifo who claimed his vested rights. The actions taken by Charles Martel or Pippin the Short, as well as by their successors Charlemagne or Louis the Pious, aiming at ensuring succession solely to their own sons and cutting distant relatives out of the picture, did not bring about a change in the Carolingian rulers' perception of the dynastic character of their authority. True, these actions led to a limited number of potential successors to the descendants of the ruling sovereign, depriving the remaining relatives of participation in the succession, but they essentially did not mean a rejection of the ideas of power -typical to the Carolingian tradition -as a sui generis common good of the entire dynasty; albeit restricted in each generation to the ruler's closest relatives, the rights to this good would be vested, on equal footing, to all the dynasty's representatives. 35 Having concentrated the power in his hands and cut his nephews out, Charles Martel decided in 741 to share the power among his legal sons. 36 Similarly, Pippin the Short, who earlier removed his own nephews from power, provided the royalty he had seized to his both sons, Charlemagne and Carloman. 37 As for Charlemagne, he took no different course. Once Carloman died in 771, he prevented the succession from being overtaken by Carloman's sons, and himself seized the power over the entire Frankish Kingdom, in view of successively hand over the reigns to his own offspring. 38 Also, Louis the Pious, whilst omitting his nephew Bernard in his succession ordinance of 817, granted the monarchal power rights to all his legitimate sons -Lothar, Pippin, and Louis of Germany. 39 After his fourth lawful son Charles the Bald was born in 823, Louis took action that aimed at ensuring him too a share in the monarchal power and eventually, in 831, brought about a new division of the empire, in a way that took into account all of his sons.
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The conviction about the entitlements to participate in kingship, vested in the entire Carolingian family, determined to a signifi cant extent the range of actions carried out in the following years, over almost the whole of the ninth century, by Louis's sons and grandsons. 35 Regardless of the disputes they waged against one another, and of their recurring attempts at removing their lateral relatives and limiting the dynastic circle to their own closest relatives, the idea of fraternal bonds linking them and shared responsibility of all the Carolingian dynasty members for the monarchy's fortunes remained valid and shaped, to a signifi cant extent, the ideas about the throne succession principles. 41 This was the way in which the relationships linking Louis the Pious's sons were to be settled by the Verdun arrangement of 843, whereby they were granted equal rights to authority over the state left by their father who had died three years earlier. 42 The Verdun settlements were complemented by the resolutions of the Synod of Yutz of 844, which strongly emphasised a collective character of the monarchal authority exercised together by the Carolingian kings.
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The subsequent reunion of Louis the Pious's sons, in 847 at Meersen, confi rmed this state of affairs and, in parallel formally recognised their own sons' rights to take over the royal rule in a future. 44 In the conviction of the Carolingian dynasts, the kingship was to constitute 41 a shared property of the entire house, with the rights to participate in it being vested, on equal footing, in all its representatives.
This being the case, it is no surprise that Henry I's decision to only provide the power to one of his sons, thus breaking with the Carolingian tradition, did not readily gain common acceptance in the East-Frankish Kingdom. The old concepts of the common right of all the members of the royal family to participate in the dynastic authority continued to be shared by a considerable part of the Reich's political elite, and referred to the new royal house as well. 45 References to those concepts are clearly discernible in the historiographical works written in the second half of the tenth century, connected to a varying extent with the new dynasty. The idea of the common rule of all Henry I's sons, based upon fraternal love, was particularly strongly expressed -in a manner reminiscent of the rhetoric of the ninth-century 'brotherly' agreements between Carolingian rulers -in Hrotsvit of Gandersheim's Gesta Ottonis. The latter work mentions that after Henry's death, his three sons, albeit subject to Otto's suzerainty, co-ruled the kingdom left by their father. 46 Yet, the resonance of the concepts highlighting the communal, dynastic character of the Liudolfi ngs' rule re-echoed in Widukind of Corvey's story of Otto I's and his brother Henry's joint striving for increase the kingdom's territory, or in the remarks of Ruotger -biographer of Archbishop Bruno of Cologne, another Otto's brother -about the king's and Bruno's shared management of the state's affairs. 47 It does not seem that we only deal with some historiographic constructions in this respect. As shown by the disputes waged, with varying intensity, over almost the entire Ottonian period, the conviction about the right vested in all the members of the royal family to participate in kingship essentially impressed its stigma, in a remarkable degree, on the Reich's political 45 realities -and, clashing against the new dynastic policy of the Ottonian rulers, exerted a major impact on the course of political occurrences. In 938, Thankmar, Otto I's stepbrother and elder, born to Henry's fi rst, subsequently dissolved, marriage with Hatheburg, stood up against Otto. 48 In his account of those events, Widukind puts forward the central issue of the estate that in the past had been owned by Thankmar's mother: Otto's refusal to provide the estate to Thankmar apparently hustled the latter to rebel against the king.
49 However, it does not seem that the dramatic dispute between the brothers, with the resultant death of Thankmar, may have actually boiled down solely to property-related questions. Widukind's not-quite-explicit report on the deputation sent by Thankmar to the Slavic barbarians seems to suggest that during Henry I's reign, his father might have entrusted him with important tasks related to the defence of the Reich's eastern frontier. 50 There is no doubt, however, that his position was not the strongest. The succession ordinance of 929, providing that Otto was the only one to receive the throne, not only deprived Thankmar of the rights theretofore vested in the kings' sons, frustrating the hope to participate, in a future, in the royal authority: it also essentially called into question his membership in the ruling dynasty -as seemingly suggested by an entry in the Reichenau confraternity book where Thankmar's name did not appear alongside the names of royal family members but, instead, further down the list, among the Saxon aristocrats. 51 In this context, special focus is deserved by the information on the circumstances of Thankmar's death, as provided by Widukind: Thankmar namely got killed in a church by the royal warriors that chased him as he sought refuge from them. As we learn from the chronicler's account, Thankmar, hiding in the temple, laid his weapons and gold necklace (torques) on the altar. 52 The act of depositing the arms on the altar certainly symbolised Thankmar's decision to quit fi ghting and his readiness to surrender to his brother. 48 What kind of meanings could be related to the gold necklace being put off? Widukind's account is extremely sparing in this respect. It seems highly plausible, though, that the necklace worn by Thankmar is identifi able as a sign of his social position, a sort of insignia testifying to his membership in the royal lineage -challenged by some -and thus indicative of the rights, vested thereby in him, to wield a royal authority. 53 Thankmar's reference to the torques takeoff gesture, along with the laying down of arms, as a token of his submission to Otto, seems to indicate that by standing up against his younger brother, he did not merely intend to sue his rights to his mother's property or, as Widukind elsewhere suggests, to take the offi ce over from his recently deceased relative, margrave Siegfried. 54 There was much more at stake: Otto was expected to recognise Thankmar's rights to participation in the monarchal power, ensuing from his affi liation with the royal dynasty.
We may only make guesses about Thankmar's aspirations to participate in Otto's kingship; as for Henry, the king's younger brother, there is no doubt at all that he long remained unable to come to terms with his having been removed from the succession, and made numerous attempts to acquire the royal crown. As may be inferred from Widukind, Otto had to take his ambitions into account from the very outset: the chronicler mentions that during Otto's coronation ceremony, Henry stayed in Saxony, offered for custody of margrave Siegfried, one of the new king's closest associates.
55 Also, the account by Flodoard of Reims, recording a dispute arisen after Henry I's death between his sons, seems to imply that in spite of what had been settled in 929, the question whether Otto, the only and unquestionable successor of the deceased king, would take over the throne in 936, was not yet fully resolved. The fulfi lment by Otto of the crowning ceremony did not however lead to quitting by Henry of his royal aspirations, nor did it mean that the dispute between the brothers came to an end. In the following years, Henry, supported by his mother, queen Mathilda, and by a signifi cant number of the aristocrats, several times put forth his claims for participation in the monarchal rule, as justifi ed by the old concepts of a dynastic nature of the royal suzerainty. Finally, in 948, Henry became reconciled with his brother and, quitting the design to win the royal crown, he satisfi ed himself with the half-kingly rank of duke of Bavaria, bestowed to him by Otto. 57 The issue of rights to the throne, apparently vested in him due to his being a member of the royal family, was resumed by his son Henry the Quarrelsome. As he strove to acquire the kingship, he several times instigated, in the 970s, rebellions against his cousin Otto II. 58 In 983, with Otto II's death, Henry did not limit himself to taking over the custody of the three-year-old son of the deceased emperor, then already anointed and crowed as king Otto III, but went as far as having declared himself a king by the aristocrats, the rulers of Bohemia and Poland as well as the Obodrites: Boleslav II, Mieszko I and Mstislav. 59 Given the crown claims repeatedly posed by the Bavarian Liudolfi ngs, it is no surprising that Otto II fi nally decided to resolve the problem of the 57 Henry I's decisions made in 929 with respect to throne succession ensued, to a large extent, from the specifi c circumstances in which he happened to wield power. Elevated to the throne by the dukes, and forced to strictly cooperate with them, he was not in a position -even though he would have so desired -to refer to the rule exercise methods applied by his Carolingian predecessors. The dukes whose consent made it possible for Henry to come to the throne in 919 were disposed to accept the successor he would appoint but would instead have found it much harder to come to terms with the idea that Henry's entire family, a menace to their own position, could be distinguished in the Carolingian way.
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It is worth noting, though, that the changes taking place during Otto I's reign in the character of the relationships between the king and the dukes, leading to the latter being more strictly subjugated to the royal suzerainty, were not related to a resumption of the Carolingian succession tradition. 63 Otto remained loyal in this respect to the solutions adopted by his father. What is more, departure from the Carolingian dynastic ideas is observable in the tenth century not only in the East-Frankish Kingdom: similar developments occurred in a majority of territorial dominions which took shape beginning with the late ninth and early tenth century in the former Carolingian Empire area. The new dynasties striving for power -whether they assumed the royal title, as was the case with e.g. Burgundy, 64 or satisfi ed themselves with the old 'offi cial' ranks, as with the West-Frankish dukes 65 -were building their regal position upon the new succession principles, creating narrow vertically-oriented dynastic structures. Finally, in mid-tenth century, the new solutions were brought into effect also by the last Carolingian rulers of the West-Frankish Kingdom who eventually quit the old practice of handing over the crown to all their sons. In 954, after Louis IV d'Outremer died, only his eldest son Lothar was enthroned; Charles, the younger one, was thus ignored. 66 Lothar, on his part, ignoring Charles's recurring claims for participation in the kingship, crowned -in 979, when he was still alive -his eldest son Louis V as king, possibly following the Ottonian pattern, and thence disregarding his younger, Otto, who was destined for the clergy. 67 As they strove to reinforce the very-recently-acquired power and to transform it into a hereditary one, the fi rst Capetian kings resolved to resort to similar measures. In 987, Hugh Capet was allowed by the aristocrats to have his son Robert the Pious crowned. 68 As for Robert, he fi rst contrived the crowning of his eldest son Hugh, in 1017, and subsequently, following Hugh's unexpected death in 1025, ordered that his other son Henry I be crowned. 69 Resulting from those actions, the custom of having a new ruler crowned while his predecessor was still alive became part of the French Kingdom's political practice, contributing to a signifi cant extent to the solidifi cation of the related succession model whereby the authority would only be handed over to one of the king's sons. 70 It is not an easy task to fi nd the unambiguous reasons for those changes, taking place in the tenth century in the post-Carolingian European territory, in the ways the dynastic identity was shaped and dynastic relations built. There were possibly many factors behind that. Certainly of importance for the reinforcement of the new dynastic model and of the related new throne succession rules were the concepts of kingship emphasising its sacred bases, which were reintensifi ed in that period mainly in the Reich, but not only there. According to these concepts, monarchal authority was primarily seen as a religious mission, a ministerium assumed by the ruler through the act of royal anointing. 71 The image of king thus created -the 72 Cf. Laudage, '"Liudolfi ngisches Hausbewußtsein"', 56 ff. It is worth noting, however, that in the case of the Carolingians, their shared conviction of the essentially religious nature of kingship exerted only a slight impact on the succession practice, and did not result in a severance of the 'corporative' vision of monarchal authority as a shared property of the whole dynasty. Charlemagne's ordinance of 806, so-called Divisio regnorum, regarding the throne succession rules, may be interpreted as an intent to diversify the monarchal rights vested in his sons, which manifested itself in privileging the oldest of them, Charles, who might have been seen as a potential holder of emperorship, and in the introduction within the individual provincial kingdoms of the rule whereby succession of the throne was only assumed by one of the sons of the previous ruler. Nevertheless, Divisio regnorum assumed joint responsibility of all the sons for defence of the empire and custody over the Roman Church; cf. Divisio regnorum, 126- The idea of sacred nature of kingship impressed a much more distinct stamp on the succession decisions of Louis the Pious, contained in his Ordinatio imperii of 817, whereby the intention to preserve the state's unity, to make Lothar, Louis's eldest son, co-emperor, and to subjugate to his power the other brothers, who were equipped with peripheral provinces, had an unambiguously religious rationale behind it; cf. Ordinatio imperii, 270-3. However, the succession design presented in Ordinatio eventually remained undelivered, as is known; taking up the issue of throne succession in the later years, Louis referred again to the traditional ideas of a communal character of the Carolingian kingship; see Egon Boshof, 'Einheitsidee handing over the throne exclusively to one of the sons of the governing ruler was doubtless fostered also by the strengthening tendencies to perceive a political community, or state, in a more abstract manner, highlighting the entity's integrity and subjectivity in its relationships with its ruling monarch. 73 One may as well ponder to what extent the emergence of new hierarchised dynastic families was possibly associated with the concurrent fundamental transformations in the awareness, and thus also the organisational forms, of the familial structure of the former Carolingian Empire's aristocracy. Resulting from those changes, the blood relationships: extensive, amorphic, liable to incessant transformations, extending to both agnatic and cognatic relatives -the relationships that earlier on determined the aristocrats' identity -now tended to be replaced by new, much more by Charles the Bald, meant to remove his younger sons from succession and enabling, as a fi nal result, his eldest son Louis the Stammerer to take over the throne on his own, could have been informed by the concepts of sacred nature of kingship, elaborated in Charles's environment -particularly, the reinstated signifi cance of the royal anointment ceremony in the West-Frankish Kingdom in mid-ninth century, as a ritual devised for introducing the ruler into the monarchal rights. There is a strong case that also Louis the Stammerer intended in 879, shortly before his death, to pass over the throne to his eldest son Louis III. Resulting from the agreement between the competing groups of magnates, it was resolved that the authority be provided to both sons of the deceased king -that is, Louis and his younger brother Carloman; see Kasten enduring lineages, based on strict patrilineal and agnatic bonds. 74 Regardless, however, of the reasons that led to the emergence of a new, dynastic familial organisation model -let us name it Ottonianin the post-Carolingian Europe, there is no doubt that, beginning with the tenth century, it started setting -though not without resistance, as the confl icts seen in the Reich testifi ed -the basic point of reference for the shaping of the familial, or ancestral, identity and building of family ties, among the ruling houses as well as aristocratic families.
In what ways those changes in the shaping of the familial identity and family ties, taking place in post-Carolingian Europe, exerted, or at least could exert, an impact on the ways the ruling family and its place in the authority structures of the new polities emerging in the ninth and tenth centuries in the area's peripheries were perceived, is hard to clearly state. While leaving this issue unresolved, it seems that the changes in question may offer a good point of reference, allowing for placing in an appropriate context the processes and phenomena occurring outside the frontiers of the former Carolingian Empire.
Essentially, given the scarcity of sources, our knowledge on the strategies applied by the dynasties ruling the new polities in building their own positions and shaping political relations with respect to their members and the communities subordinated to their authority, is much limited. The old concepts of lineage-based system and patrimonial state offer ostensible solutions, as a matter of fact, and essentially becloud the picture. 75 Referring to the succession law principles when it comes to explaining the rules governing the order of succession to the throne leads one to move around in the sphere of abstract legal 74 concepts, often poorly testifi ed by the sources and proving distant from the real mechanisms of functioning of the political life -as shown by the studies on the Carolingian successions, for that matter. 76 It tends to be all too often neglected that the ruling houses -similarly to the aristocratic families -ought to be perceived not just as (or, not only as) blood-ties-based communities but rather, as political constructs. Genealogical relations formed but an element of a compound system wherein a variety of political, ideological, or social factors and drivers were paramount, determining the identity of those families' members, and their internal structure. 77 Whilst not drilling down into these issues in detail, let us evoke three examples of polities rooted in diverse traditions: Rus', Hungary, and Poland. We will now try to take a snapshot of the three dissimilar and, at the same time, similar ways in which the dynastic relations were shaped and dynastic identity built.
Let us begin with Rus'. The tradition recorded by The Tale of the Bygone Years (or The Russian Primary Chronicle, Повѣсть временныхъ лѣтъ), presenting the earliest history of the Kiev rulers, emphasises the dynastic nature of their authority, founded on the fi lial succession. True, there are the three brothers standing at the origins of the dynasty (as the account, made part of the history of the ruling family most probably in 1030s, tells us), the subsequent story only refers to the offspring of one of them, Rurik. 78 The fi gure of Oleg distorts this picture, to an extent: 79 the Primary Chronicle namely tells us he descended from Rurik's family, but does not make their kinship explicit. After Rurik's death, Oleg, following the will of the deceased ruler, took over the governance together with custody over his son Igor. 80 It was only after Oleg's death that Igor was to come to power. 81 The earliest history of the kin ruling Rus' has been differently described by the Novgorod First Chronicle, whereby the princely authority was handed over, since the very beginning, within Rurik's family, as an uninterrupted chain of fi lial successions: Igor took the rule over directly from his father, whilst Oleg, whose blood relationship with the princely dynasty is not even mentioned, acted at his side merely as a voivode. 82 The picture is further complicated by texts, incorporated in the Primary Chronicle, of the Byzantine treaties concluded in 912 by Oleg and in 944 by Igor, which, beside the grand prince -i.e. Oleg and Igor, respectively -mention a number of other princes who supposedly were related to them by blood. 83 Igor's treaty describes this kinship in more detail for two individuals it mentions, Igor and Akun (Hakon): both are named the нети Игоревъ. 84 The meaning of нети is not completely clear; the term nepos seems closest to it, though. 85 Still, it is hard to resolve whether they were related to Igor by agnatic or matrilineal consanguinity. Rus' prince 'HLGW' (Helge -Oleg), mentioned in a Khazar document dating probably to the 940s and kept in Cambridge, also tends to be associated with the Kiev-ruling dynasty: he fi rst fought against the Khazars and later on, in the forties, led an expedition against Byzantium. 86 The conviction whereby the rights to the rule over Kiev were vested in the tenth century not only in the princes known from the Primary Chronicle, who ceded the throne one to the other, father to son, in each subsequent generation, is reinforced by the fragments of Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus's De administrando imperio discussing the Rus' affairs. On the one hand, the Byzantine emperor mentions Igor there, naming him the 'archon' of Rus', along with his son Sviatoslav; on the other, he seems to indicate that the power over Rus' must have been shared by them with some other rulers. Further down the account, reference is made not to a single prince of Rus' but 'archons' are mentioned, in plural, who, together with the all the people of Rus', departed from Kiev in November and betook themselves to the pol'ud'e (πολύδια, rounds) to collect the tribute from their subjugated Slavonic peoples. 87 As a result, it may be inferred -contrary to the tradition recorded in the Primary Chronicle -that the structure of the family who ruled Kiev was more complex, and that it ought to be seen, contrary to the chronicle's story, not as a vertically-oriented dynasty but as a wider blood-related group. Members of this clan, as the group has usually been referred to, were related based on various blood ties, not limited perhaps to agnates, and wielded authority on a shared basis. 88 The Primary Chronicle narrative mentions none of those princes, though. By all indications, somewhere in the middle of the tenth century, Igor's direct descendants managed to monopolise the power in their hands. 89 In any case, setting off in 970 on his expedition to the Balkans, Sviatoslav could only divide his subject dominion between his three sons -Iaropolk, Oleg, and Vladimir. 90 None of the remaining Kiev 'archons' Constantine Porphyrogenitus was aware of could possibly participate in the authority that was appurtenant solely to the lineage of Igor/Sviatoslav. The fi ghts that broke out in Rus' soon after Sviatoslav died in 972 were only joined by his sons, who proved responsible, on an exclusive basis, for the resolution of the succession issue and the rights to superior authority over the entire Kiev state. 91 The course of this process of closing up the princely family and consolidation of power by the Igor/Sviatoslav lineage cannot be traced down in much detail. What it resulted in was, however, not only that distant relatives were eventually deprived of power but also pushed outside the frame of a dynastic tradition.
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Another attempt at internal reconstruction of this new dynastic structure, limited to Igor's and Sviatoslav's offspring, is apparently testifi ed for the early eleventh century. This is how Vladimir the Great's actions aiming at handing over the throne of Kiev to Boris, one of his sons, can be interpreted. 93 Taken supportively against their father, the action of Vladimir's remaining sons ruling the peripheral provinces entrusted by him to them, shows that the dispute was not merely about who of the brothers would be allocated the leading role in their state -governed by them on a shared, 'Carolingian-style' basis -but it extended to certain much more serious issues, related to the very essence of the dynasty's form and the place allocable (or not) within it for the sons cut off from the succession. By all indications, the takeover of the throne of Kiev by Boris was meant, according to Vladimir's design, not only to subjugate his other brothers to his power but to outright push them out of the circle of those entitled to share it. A new succession model was thus to be established, whereby the authority would be transferred, in each subsequent generation, from the father to one of his sons, leaving the remaining relatives of the ruler outside of the frame of the dynasty being thus created. Vladimir's designs were not delivered, in the result. After his death in 1015, his other sons laid their own claims in view of taking over their paternal heritage and prevented Boris from succeeding to the throne. The scale of the confl ict that fl ared up between Vladimir's sons and the drastic measures they applied against one another leave no doubt that the conviction about the rights to participate in power, vested equally in all the ruling family members, continued to determine -and crucially so -the character of the ideas associated with monarchal suzerainty and proved prevalent with respect to the course of political occurrences. In a situation that the monarchal aspirations of each of Vladimir's sons eager to take succession after their father were justifi able by the very fact that they belonged to the ruling lineage, the dispute could only be resolved through consent to share power, have the state divided, or having the competitor(s) physically eliminated.
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The dynastic plans Vladimir did not manage to deliver were taken up anew in mid-eleventh century, in a modifi ed fashion, by Iaroslav the Wise, a son of Vladimir. While it is not completely clear whether the prince's purpose was exactly this, the so-called succession act he published in 1054 resultantly caused a factual limitation of those authorised to exercise the power over Kiev, or even the entire land of Rus', to the offspring of his three selected sons: Iziaslav, Sviatoslav, and Vsevolod. The other sons and their offspring, similarly as the members of another branch of the family, descending from Iaroslav's brother named Iziaslav, whose rights to power he had earlier managed to establish for Polotsk only, had thence to satisfy themselves with the peripheral provinces allotted to them. While retaining their princely status and continually perceived as, on the whole, members of the ruling family, they were refused the right to rule Kiev. This was to be assigned, on exclusive basis, to three distinguished lines of the dynasty. 95 This state of affairs, which took shape in the course of the disputes carried on in the latter half of the eleventh century by the Rurikids, was formally confi rmed in 1097, by means of the resolutions made in Liubech. The princes gathered at the convention 94 See Sverdlov, Domongol'skaya Rus', 318 ff. 95 See Aleksandr V. Nazarenko, 'Drevnerusskoe dinasticheskoe stareĭshinstvo po "ryadu" Yaroslava Mudrogo i ego tipologicheskie paralleli -real'nye i mnimye', in idem, Drevnyaya Rus', 7-28; idem, '"Ryad" Jaroslava Mudrogo v svete evropeĭskoĭ tipologii', in ibidem, 29-46. determined the range of the dominions to be owned by the specifi ed lines of the dynasty, stipulating the rights to the principalities within the land of Rus' and, consequently, to the authority of Kiev, solely for the descendants of the aforesaid three sons of Iaroslav the Wise. 96 The arrangement of relations linking the individual members of the Rurikid dynasty, shaped in the latter half of the eleventh century, by no means meant a breakaway from the until-then-existing ideas of a collective, or corporative, character of the princely authority which formed a shared property of the entire princely house. If anything, these ideas were narrowed down, in a peculiar way, to its individual branches and their subject territories. The belief that princely authority ought to be vested, on equal footing, within the dominion being its property, to all the members of the singled-out line of the governing kin, remained the point of reference for the actions taken by the Rus' princes.
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As Constantine Porphyrogenitus makes it apparent, also in case of the Arpad dynasty, ruling Hungary, there was an extensive bloodrelated group, aware of the genealogical ties existing between its members, and of the rights to participate in power based thereupon. The Byzantine emperor's account, itself based on the information provided by one of the Hungarian dynasts on his visit to Constantinople as an envoy, evokes an image of a four-generation, multiplied ruling family, encompassing fi ve sons, fi ve grandsons and one greatgrandson of the fi rst (as Constantine has it) Hungarian ruler, 'archon' Árpád, son of Álmos. 98 Constantine's description strongly highlights that the only entitled to the superior authority over the Hungarians were Árpád's family members who exercise their power in a sequence. The author being referred to offers no detailed description of the throne succession, though; 99 neither does he name the rulers succeeding Árpád. Instead, he presents an extensive genealogy of his descendants, specifying a total of eleven individuals. The emperor 96 Povest' vremennykh let, 170-1. 97 See Nazarenko, 'Dinasticheskiĭ stroĭ', 47-87; also, see Sverdlov, Domongol'skaya Rus', 475 ff.; Alekseĭ P. Tolochko, Knyaz' v Drevneĭ Rusi: Vlast', sobstvennost', ideologia (Kiev, 1992), 35ff., 67 ff. 98 On presenting the Arpads' genealogy, Constantine only enumerates Árpád's four sons; see Constantine Porphyrogenitus, De administrando, chap. 40, p. 179; yet, he mentions one more of them earlier in the same chapter; see ibidem, p. 176. 99 Ibidem.
indeed remarks that Phalitzis, one of Árpád's grandsons, acted as the 'archon' at that time, but neither he nor his background dynastic line was distinguished in some peculiar way. Both Phalitzis and his father are enumerated in a sequence, along with the other sons and grandsons of Árpád. The impression one infers is that, on taking down his account, Constantine attached greater attention to presenting members of Árpád's kin, remarking who of them were dead and who was still alive, and to determining the character of their mutual kinship bonds, rather than indicating the ruler reigning at his own time or those before him on the throne. It may be presumed, with high degree of certainty, that the emphases identifi able in the Constantine's record refl ect, to an essential extent, the manner in which the relations amongst the Hungarians had been reported to him by his Hungarian guest Termazous, Árpád's grandson. What kind of purpose actually motivated the Arpad dynast's mission remains not completely clear. As a result, it is not certain whether Termazous and another Hungarian ruler who accompanied him -the military leader Bulscú, who in 955 was hanged on order of Otto I, following the battle of Lechfeld 100 -represented in Constantinople, primarily, the interests of 'archon' Phalitzis, or perhaps their own ones, as they strove for developing an independent relationship with Byzantium. 101 Regardless, however, of any doubts in this respect, the place allocated in Constantine's argument to the genealogy of the Arpads, which in all probability follows what Termazous made him aware of, is suffi ciently strong evidence that the point of reference for the authority concepts they shared, as their subject community probably also did, was the conviction whereby the authority was, in the fi rst place, property of the entire family -taken broadly, encompassing Árpád's whole offspring, and thereafter his individual representatives, exercising the supreme rule in a one-after-another sequence. 102 Yet, the Arpads' dynastic tradition as reported by the anonymous Gesta Hungarorum, compiled probably in the early thirteenth century, 103 offers us a different picture: a vertically-oriented dynasty, represented in each generation by just one exponent, with the authority passed from the father to one of his sons only. According to the story told by the Gesta, the history of the ruling house began with Álmos, said to be a descendant of Attila the Hun, being elected prince; this act was complemented by the oath made by the Hungarian magnates whereby they would always have a prince "de progenie Almi ducis" as their ruler. 104 In reality, however, the anonymous author tells us that Álmos's future reign was announced still before his birth in his mother's prophetic dream heralding that famous kings would be 102 See György Györffy, Święty Stefan I. Król Węgier i jego dzieło, trans. Tomasz Kapturkiewicz (Warsaw, 2003), 66 ff. When considering the Arpads' tenth-century succession practice, references are made to Constantine's account concerning the throne succession system of the Pechenegs. As the emperor remarks, the right to wield monarchal rule was exclusively vested to the members of a clearly singled-out governing kin -defi ned in terms of a relatively extensive blood-related groupwhose representatives, descending from its various lines, take over the power one after the other, in a sequence: after the death of the ruler, the throne is always assigned to one of his cousins, who comes from another branch of the dynasty. It is worth bearing in mind, though, that Constantine's 'Hungarian' record as such comprises no direct references to the succession model that functioned among the Pechenegs; cf. of new ideas about the nature of dynastic authority.
111 However, as for Géza himself, the evidence indicating that he took efforts in view of solidifying the new model of fi lial succession, breaking with the traditional vision of monarchal eligibility owed to all the relatives of the ruler, proves to be much more explicit.
In this context, the events related to the confl ict that occurred after Géza's death in 997 between his son, and successor, Stephen I and Prince Koppány are worth recording. In Simon of Kéza's Gesta Hungarorum, Stephen's victory over Koppány is combined with the piece of news stating Stephen's defeat of his uncle who ruled Transylvania, whom he had imprisoned, and his victory over Kean, the ruler of the Bulgarians and the Slavs. 112 The account of the fourteenth-century chronicler's composition, which probably refers to a much older (now lost) source, and does not arouse any serious objections with respect, at least, to the general course of the events it describes, 113 allows us to infer that there was something peculiar to the dispute with Koppány, 111 It is worth noting here, however, that the list of rulers known from the work in question, who took over the power father-to-son, sequentially: Álmos -Árpád -Zolta -Taksony -Géza, appears in no other Hungarian historiograhic work. The kinship bonds linking the fi gures named by the anonymous author are also mentioned in the genealogical deduction of the Arpads contained in the fourteenth-century chronicle composition; there is no mention, however, that Zolta would exercise the rule after Árpád, and subsequently pass it over to Taksony; see Chronici Hungarici Compositio saeculi XIV, ed. Alexander Domanovszky, SS rer. Hungar., i, chap. 26, p. 285. Characteristic of the Hungarian historiographic tradition is, essentially, considerable imprecision in presenting the dynasty's earliest history, particularly with regard to the succession to the throne after Árpád's death. All the same -seemingly, not the least important thing -both the Gesta Hungarorum by Simon of Kéza (1280s) and the fourteenth-century chronicle composition mark the beginning of the uninterrupted chain of fi lial successions only with the rule of Taksony, Géza's father. None of these sources indicates, however, the circumstances in which he seized power and who preceded him on the throne; see which made it different from Stephen's other war expeditions. The chronicle in question makes it apparent that after Géza's death, Koppány resolved to marry his widow, kill Stephen, and subjugate his kingdom to his rule. 114 The story told by this source does not clearly suggest what the cause of Koppány's monarchal aspirations was. What is only said is that his father Zerind the Bald wielded a ducatus when Géza was alive, whilst Koppány himself was prince of Somogy. 115 It nonetheless seems that his position, and that of his father too, diverted from the one that was due within the Hungarian polity structures to the other, semi-sovereign local rulers, such as Gyula of Transylvania or Ajtony, with whom Stephen had to wrestle as he wanted to submit them to stricter control from the central authority. 116 As can be inferred from the chronicler's words, indicating that Koppány's intent was "per incestuosum copulare connubium" Géza's widow, the prince standing up against Stephen must have been related with him by close ties of kinship. 117 It may therefore be supposed that by opposing Stephen's succession after Géza's death and declaring his own aspirations for power, Koppány referred to the old ideas of a communal nature of the authority wielded by the ruling house, the rights to which would be owed on equal terms to all the descendants of Árpád, rather than to one such descendant, appointed by the preceding ruler. 118 Stephen's decision to designate his nephew Peter Orseolo as the successor to the throne in 1038, after the death of his son Emeric, thus omitting his cousin and closest male-line relative Vazul, came as a complementation to the transformation of the dynastic awareness among members of the dynasty ruling Hungary. This process, initiated by Géza, if not by Taksony, led to forcing the dynasty's lateral-line representatives out of the circle of those entitled to power. The identity of a dynasty being thus formed by Stephen was, therefore, to be determined no more by affi liation with one distinguished line of the Arpads, descendants of Taksony, but, instead, the closest kinship, including female-line, with the ruler at power. There was no room designed for the remaining relatives of the king: Vazul, who would not be ready to acquiesce and sought to exercise his rights, was blinded, and his sons condemned to exile. 119 The promotion to the throne a few years later, in 1041, of Samuel Aba, Stephen's sister's husband, by the magnates rebelling against Peter, is indicative of that the new concept of dynasty, implying a radical breakage with the previous dynastic order, could count on comprehension and acceptance by, at least, a part of the political elite. 120 As a conclusive outcome, the actions taken by Stephen did not cause reinforcement in Hungary of a new 'dynastic' model of authority. In the face of the crisis that affected the Hungarian monarchy in the 1040s, most of the magnates decided to become affi liated with the lateral line of the Arpads, and to call Vazul's sons back from their exile. 121 The result was that, as they were back home, the old concepts of authority as a common heritage of the entire ruling house started shaping anew the political reality of Hungary and affecting the course of political events, clashing, until the early thirteenth century, against the endeavours repeatedly made by the consecutive kings to restrict the number of those eligible to share power and to ensure the throne's succession solely to their own descendants. This is the way one should see the dynastic disputes occurring in Hungary in the second half of the eleventh century and in the twelfth century, extinguished only in the thirteenth century through the fi lial succession concept taking hold in the social awareness. 122 The sparse and, moreover, ambiguous source records offering information on the earliest history of the Piast kin only allow for making very general suppositions with respect to its internal structure. In his chronicle account regarding the division of the country by Duke Mieszko I in 992, followed by its insidious integration effected by his eldest son, Boleslav I the Brave, and his expulsion of his stepmother and half-brothers, Thietmar of Merseburg seems to suggest that the rationale behind Mieszko's succession ordinances could have been determined by his conviction that all his sons had an equal right to power belonging to him. 123 It might be thus inferred that the Piasts also perceived their authority as, in a way, shared property of the whole dynasty in which all its members could, and indeed ought to, participate to an identical degree. The document called Dagome iudex (survived only in the form of a summary), which -as is knownmentions Mieszko I and his second wife Oda, and the couple's sons: Mieszko and Lambert, excluding Boleslav, born out of Mieszko I's fi rst marriage, 124 outlines the possible conjecture that already at the very origins of the Piast family we might encounter a hierarchically diversifi ed dynastic structure within which the monarchal rights would only be vested to its selected representatives. There is a variety of meanings potentially ascribable to Mieszko I's decision to donate his state to St Peter mentioned in the document in question; there is seemingly no point dealing now with the details of the related discussions. 125 It would be awkward not to notice, though, that taking account only of the sons born out of his marriage with Oda in the deed of donation of Mieszko's dominion to the benefi t of St Peter, leading to the contraction of a special bond between them and the Saint, placed them in a privileged position against their elder stepbrother and, let us add, his offspring -as Boleslav had had two sons by then, Bezprym and Mieszko. 126 As a result, the conjecture seems highly plausible that the issuance of the document by Mieszko was related to the plans to hand over the authority over the St Peter-owned state only to Mieszko's younger sons, and to have Boleslav and his sons removed beyond the framework of the ducal dynasty. 127 Two brothers of Mieszko I appear in the sources: one, unknown to us by name, is known to have been killed in the fi ghts with Wichmann Billung and the Veleti; 128 the other, Czcibor, defeated Margrave Hodo's army in the battle of Cedynia (Zehden). 129 The mentions of them implicate questions about the role they could have had in the authority structures, and about the character of their relationships with Mieszko. Uncertain hypotheses is what remains in this matter. Thietmar's account on Mieszko's division of the state, on the one hand, and the duke's strivings for fi nding a specifi c ideological justifi cation for the plans to ensure succession only to his younger sons, identifi able in Dagome iudex, on the other, seem to point out that the conviction about the rights to authority vested in all the sons of the ruler was characteristic of the Piast tradition. If this is an apt conclusion, then the supposition is legitimate that these rights should have related not only to the generation of Mieszko's sons but also to his own generation, his own brothers being thus included as well. The source records informing on both of Mieszko's brothers do not mention any confl icts between Mieszko and either of them; on the contrary, they prove that the men strictly collaborated with one another. Should it therefore be assumed that their participation in power did not only boil down to fulfi lment of the military functions on Mieszko's order, but there was a much wider, monarchal range to it -ensuing not so much from their dependency upon Mieszko's authority as from their membership in the ruling family? It is worth reminding on this occasion that while mentioning the division carried out by Mieszko, Thietmar pointed out that the duke had his state divided among the several -Mieszko died "relinquens regnum suimet plurimis dividendum" -albeit further on a mention is only made of Boleslav expelling his half-brothers. Thus, was the circle of successors limited exclusively to Mieszko's sons, and could it possibly extend to his other relatives?
The surmise that also in the case of the fi rst Piasts, we may deal with a broader blood-related group that cherished the memory of its own kinship bonds and the ensuing rights to participate in the ducal authority, seems to be supported by the events related to another division of the Piast dominion, carried out in 1032 by order of Emperor Conrad II. King Mieszko II of Poland had at that point to agree to share his power not only with his brother Otto but also with a certain Theodoric whom the Hildesheim annalist defi ned as his patruelis. 130 There is a general consent that this fi gure ought to be seen as a son of one of the sons of Mieszko I and Oda, expelled forty years before then from Poland. 131 Theodoric's sudden appearance in 1032 is perhaps not explainable solely in terms of the emperor's intervention. It may rather be inferred that there was an underlying belief, deeply rooted in the ideas of the community subject to the Piasts' authority, that the monarchal entitlement was owed to all the members of the Piast kin. Whether it only referred to the offspring of Mieszko I, or extended to a wider circle of Piast relatives, remains an open question.
Given the context, the events related to the assumption of the throne by Boleslav the Brave's son, Mieszko II in 1025 seem to be worth special attention. 132 Mieszko's distinguished position at his father's side, as noticed by Thietmar, 133 allows the supposition that he was handed over the power after his death following the decisions made by Boleslav: it was Mieszko that the latter decided to entrust the rule of the Piast monarchy to, omitting the remaining sons. 134 It can be inferred, however, that Boleslav's actions were not limited to determining the rules of throne succession after his death: more farfetched than that, they were intended to bring about a fundamental reconstruction of the ruling family's identity and, essentially, to create a new dynasty that would be clearly separated from a broader Piast blood-related group -one wherein monarchal authority would be passed father-to-son, in each generation. These plans, which meant a radical breakage with the previous ways in which authority and power was perceived, were related, to a considerable degree, to the endeavours Boleslav undertook to win the crown as king for himself in the early eleventh century. 135 The concept of sacred bases of kingship thoroughly altered the relationships between members of the Piast kin, and promoted the king, distinguished by the anointment and called to the throne by God himself, over his remaining relatives, close or distant, providing ideological grounds for his exclusive rights to wield power -the latter previously forming common property of the entire family. Establishing a kinsmanship between the new, 'royal' dynasty Boleslav designed to build and the imperial house was meant to reconfi rm monarchal monopoly of the former. Contracted most probably in 1013, Mieszko's marriage to Richeza -Otto III's niece and relative of Henry II, to be sure -introduced the Piasts, indeed, into the circle of the mightiest families of the Reich, 136 and more: to no lesser extent, it determined the position of Mieszko himself and his offspring born to this marriage in their relations with their brothers or distant relatives. Giving Mieszko and Richeza's son, born 1016, the imperial name of Charles 137 makes one suppose that it was the awareness of imperial descent that formed, in Boleslav's design, one more foundationalong with the royal anointment idea -whereupon the new dynastic order he was building would be erected. The underlying principle of this order was that the authority would only be vested in a single line of the ruling house -royal, by anointment, and imperial, by descent. It would certainly be somewhat tricky to claim that the actions taken by Boleslav proved completely successful. A mere few years after his death, the rule of his successor whom he had appointed collapsed. 138 As both brothers of Mieszko II -the elder, stepbrother Bezprym, and the younger, Otto -brought an action against him, and his cousin Theodoric laid claims to the throne, at a later date, it may be said that in spite of Boleslav's efforts aiming at altering the existing dynastic model, the traditional understanding of monarchal authority in terms of common property of the entire ruling house continued to exert a material impact on the ways in which the monarchal power was perceived, and heavily informed the political decisions. It made its presence felt, after all, not only in the 1030s, signifi cantly contributing to the fall of Mieszko II's royal rule, but also determined the ways the Piasts perceived their monarchal rights, and the throne succession issue was settled in the following centuries. The failure of Boleslav the Brave's plans, similarly to Stephen I's or Vladimir the Great's designs, which had a similar purpose behind them, ought not to blot out the fact that the actions they undertook in view of transforming the kins ruling in Poland, Rus' and Hungary into narrow hierarchised dynastic structures have heavily infl uenced the memory of their own past, and, in the long run, led to a fundamental alteration of their identity. The dynastic tradition of the Piasts, as recorded in Gallus Anonymus's chronicle, and probably conceived shortly after the crisis of the 1030s 139 name of Boleslav the Brave's grandson and Mieszko II's son, Casimir I the Restorer, remaining tacit about the dynasty's lateral lines, and moreover -similarly to the tales of the origins of the Rurikids and the Arpads, in the Rus' and Hungarian accounts -inscribed the Piasts' history in a dynastic sequence of fi lial successions, thereby setting the point of reference for the ideas and concepts regarding the appropriate character of the desired prevalent relationships among members of the ruling family.
trans. Tristan Korecki
Dynastic identity in the early Middle Ages
